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ABSTRACT 

This report presents data from the Integrated 
Pos t secondary Education Data System and the Division of Personnel 
Preparation’s database of supported teacher trainees for the years 
1990-91 and 1991-92, on degrees awarded in special education and 
related health professions. Data are reported by field of study, by 
level of degree, and by gender. The report is intended to offer a 
snapshot of the supply side of personnel potentially entering the 
field of special education. Analysis suggests self-selection, by 
gender, of students graduating in the various subfields of special 
education as well as a generally negative situation in the supp^ of 
personnel, especially for leadership personnel in low-incidence 
areas. Ti ^nd data are presented to illustrate the downward spiral in 
total graduates in special education from 1969-70 to fewer than half 
that number in 1992-93. Analysis suggests the importance of 
increasing personnel preparation monies in the reauthorization of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and suggests a "payback” 
provision in which trainees supported with federal funds make a 
service commitment. Six tables present the data in detail. (DB) 
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SUPPLY OF PERSONNEL IN SPECIAL EDUCATION. 
UNITED STATES: 1969-70 TO 1992-93 



Janice S. Ancarrow 



ABSTRACT 

On the threshhold of reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA), Congress has at its disposal considerable research 
compiled over the last 20 years on providing a Free, Appropriate Public 
Education to children with disabilities, which will be invaluable to Congress 
in its deliberations. Central among the useful data are figures describing the 
supply side of personnel available to meet the educational and related 
services needs of these children and their families. 

Contained in this report are data on degrees in special education and 
related health professions which have been conferred by institutions of 
higher education, by level of degree, and by sex (from the Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System). Also described are data from the 
Division of Personnel Preparation's dat&base of teacher trainees supported 
through its grant awards under Part D of IDEA (Pub. L. 101-476). 



INTRODUCTION 



With the passage of Federal legislation to ensure a Free, Appropriate 
Public Education (FAPE) in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), great 
strides have been made in meeting the educational and related needs of 
children with disabilities and their families. On the threshhold of 
reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), a 
current national picture is needed of children receiving services; supply of, 
and demand for, related services personnel and teachers to serve the needs 
of individuals from birth to 21, as well as demographic information, 
professional background, plans to remain in teaching, years to retirement, 
and opinions about school climate; principals' background and experience, 
plans to remain, and years to retirement; capacity of universities to meet the 
training needs for new teachers, related services personnel, and leadership 
personnel; complete data for low-incidence groups; and sources and 

amounts of financial support, from Federal, State, and local funding, as we>! 
as data on how such funds are spent. 

Severn! reports are now available to shed light on these issues, some 
of which have been prepared by the author 1 , 1 m data collected by the 
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES); specifically, a major report 
on teacher characteristics (from the Schools and Staffing Survey, 1987-88) 
(SASS), one on principal characteristics (from SASS, 1991, data), and one 
on student-teacher ratios by race/ethnicity (from the Teacher Demand and 
Shortage Survey, 1988). A planned summary report will combine data from 
these reports with new information from more recent surveys, as well as 
never before produced profile information on special education doctorates. 

This report is focused on recent graduates in the field of special 
<fr ° m NCESs Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System) 
(IPEDS) during school years 1990-91 and 1991-92. In other words, these 
data present a snapshot of the supply side of personnel available in the so- 
called resource pool of eligibles who may enter teaching in the field of 
special education. Some comparisons with other fields are made to sharpen 
one s perspective in attributing meaning to these data. Some gender 
comparisons are presented to highlight the magnitude of self-selection by 
gender, of students graduating in the various subfields of special education 



Data in low-incidence areas illuminate the negative situation of 
shrinkage in the supply pipeline, which is even more critical for leadership 
personnel in low-incidence areas. 



Finally, some trend data are presented on total awards in special 
education, by level of degree, to illustrate the downward spiral in total 
graduates in special education over the last 15 years, as well as in every 
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level of award. Thus, even graduates in high-incidence training areas, in 
which some teacher-trainees have been receiving Part D of IDEA stipend 
support, have dropped off dramatically. 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

DPP Data 

To set the stage for interpreting the earned degree data, a matrix of 
the most recent counts available (from various sources) for children served, 
teachers employed and needed, trainees currently supported through grants 
awarded by the Division of Personnel Preparation (DPP), and IPEDS 
completions was developed by the author. These data are displayed in the 
attached table 1, which is entitled, "Profile of Special Education in the 
United States." (Sources and dates are listed in the table.) With the 3- 
pronged thrust that the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is 
making for reauthorization of IDEA (expanded Federal role for low-incidence; 
quality for high-incidence; and increased leadership support), categories in 
this table were created to split the student and teacher data into the low- 
incidence disability categories versus other categories of disability; and the 
degree data separated into levels, by these same categories, where possible. 
(IPEDS reporting nomenclature at the summary level does not include 
autism, deaf-blindness, and traumatic brain injury, for example; therefore, 
these graduates are most likely contained in the category called, "Special 
education, other," which is shown at the bottom of this table.) 

The reader is cautioned that the DPP trainee data were produced by a 
programmer using a keyword search on the grantee database for any 
indication of involvement in categories which had been circled by DPP 
Project Officers on DPP's code sheets for Fiscal Year 1994. Because one 
project code sheet might represent 30 trainees, for example, with a 
multidisciplinary approach, any of a number of disability training categories 
could have been circled on that code sheet, depending on what the project 
proposal described as the content of the project. For each circled training 
category, a keyword was entered into the database: Those 30 trainees on 
our hypothetical code sheet could be counted each time one of those 
keywords was searched on. The broadest definition was thus used by the 
programmer to obtain counts of trainees in low-incidence disability training 
areas. If a project code sheet listed autism, hearing impairments, vision 
impairments, and multiple/severe, for example, those trainees would be 
captured by a keyword search of the database for each one of those 
disability areas. The detail in that column is, thus, by nature very soft data. 
To offset this unavoidable duplication of counts using a keyword search 
method, the author has shown an unduplicated total count of DPP trainees 
in the total ("All disabilities") line of the Profile table, which is based on 
adding up the number trained for each grant competition under Part D, and 
summing across competitions to arrive at the total. Thus, the total 
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represents an unduplicated count of the number trained in all of DPP's 
preservice projects for FY '94. (However, the detail in that column will not 
add to the total. As explained above, the keyword search gives an inflated 
number that represents all projects listing an emphasis on that disability 
area, whatever it is. If one project lists 6 disability areas, its trainees will be 
counted 6 times, once for each disability area in the keyword search.) 

Further, many categories of personnel preparation funded with Part D 
funds are not described by disability categories; rather, they consist of 
descriptors for occupational category, or activity; e.g., psychologist, 
research, physical therapist, administration, etc. Trainees who could not be 
forced into one of the disability categories of the matrix are not represented 
in the row detail. Thus, besides the problem of multiple counts for the 
trainees who are counted more than once by virtue of being listed in 
association with more than one disability category, many trainees are not 
counted at all by disability category. However, they are included in the 
unduplicated total count of DPP FY'94 preservice trainees of 1 6,901 . 

IPEDS Data 



Tables 2 and 3, respectively, depict the number of awards by level 
(and percentage of men versus women) for special education subfields, and 
for health professions and related sciences for 1991-92 graduates These 
data represent universe totals for all public and private colleges and 

™ tl6 , S 10 the IPEDS completions survey. Women predominate in every 
subfield of special education and these health subfields at the bachelor's 
level except for dentistry, orthotics/prosthetics, and the category labeled 
Miscellaneous health professions." At the master's level, a few more 
subfields, jn addition to those exceptions, are male dominated: dental 
services, Health and medical diagnostic and treatment services, total," 
Health and medical preparation programs, total," and pharmacy. At the 
doctoral level, some shifts occur: Although across all fields of earned 
bachelor's and master's degrees women predominate in the totals, for 
doctorates men dominate (almost 2/3 of all doctorates were awarded to 
men). By doctoral subfield, half the awards in education of the mentally 
andicapped went to men; the other half, to women. Other fields in which 
men predominated at the doctoral level (in addition to those at the 
bachelor's and master's levels) were community health liaison, medical 
laboratory technologies, medical basic sciences, optometry, physical 
therapy, and "Health professions related sciences, other." Doctorates in 
Recreational therapy were split half and half between men and women. 

In tables 4 and 5, the same basic information is displayed for school 
year 1990-91. With a few notable exceptions, the patterns in the da?a are 
similar to those cited above for tables 2 and 3. For some reason the 
category "Rehabilitative services, other" had more doctorates awarded to 
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men than to women in 1990-91; the reverse was true in 1991-92. More 
doctorates were awarded to men in medicine in 1990-91; for 1991-92, 
doctorates were not reported in medicine in this series (health professions 
and related sciences). Although women predominated dramatically in 
physical therapy doctorates awarded in 1990-91, as noted above (table 3), 
more physical therapy doctorates went to men the fcilowing year (table 5). 

Some of the most astounding findings from two of these tables (2 
and 4) involve the "0" cells at the doctoral level, adding emphasis to the dire 
need for increased Federal support of leadership training at the doctoral 
level, especially in low-incidence subfields of special education. Specifically, 
no doctorates were awarded in 1991-92 in the following fields (IPEDS 
nomenclature is used here to avoid confusion but it is not "person-first" 
language): deaf and hearing impaired, multiple handicapped, physically 
handicapped, blind and visually handicapped, and speech impaired. (Note: 
IPEDS reports Gifted and Talented as a special education subfield; so, 
although it is shown here in tables 2 and 4 because IPEDS collects it this 
way, the author subtracted out these data on gifted and talented to arrive at 
the numbers shown under IPEDS Completions in the Profile table (table 1) of 
this report. Obviously, gifted and talented is not a disability category as 
defined in IDEA.) During 1990-91 the picture was just as bleak: Although 1 
doctorate was awarded in education of the multiple handicapped, none were 
awarded in education of the mentally handicapped. Several subfields 
graduated only 1 or 2 doctorates each of these years; even in learning 
disabilities, only 7 doctorates were awarded in 1991-92. 

By far the most dramatic gender difference in these two years of data 
affects the deaf and hearing impaired student population: only 2 percent of 
the bachelor's degrees were awarded to men in this subfield. 

SUMMARY 

At the summary level, of more than 1 million bachelor's degrees 
awarded in 1991-32, over 100,000 were awarded in the education field; of 
those, dose to 8,000 were awarded in special education. For more than 
350,000 master's degrees, about 92,000 went to the education field, with 
over 9,000 in special education. Among doctorates, for all fields, over 
40,000; for education, close to 7,000; of those, only 192 in special 
education. The pattern, overall, is similar for the previous year. 

The final table (table 6) displays trend data for earned degrees in 
special education from 1969-70 through 1992-93. The number of 
bachelor's degrees awarded increased initially during the early to mid-70's, 
then dropped from a high of 18,545 in 1975-76 to a low of 6,573 in 1987- 
88. Although small increases are shown for the most recent data years, the 
overall trend has been a sharp downward soiral to fewer than half of the 
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number of bachelor's degrees granted at their peak. A similar trend occurred 
for master's degrees but not as sharp a drop-increasing initially then 
dropping from 14,144 in 1977*78 to a low of 8,581 in 1987-88. For 
doctorates, as well, a downward spiral occurred from a high of 308 in 1 977- 
78 to a low of 183 in 1990-91. Then, as with the other levels of awards, 
small increases have occurred in recent years. In general, compared to men 
women have been capturing an increasingly larger number of doctorates in 
special education, a trend that began during school year 1978-79. (See 
figure 1 below.) 



IMPLICATIONS 

One should remember that these drops occurred even while Part D of 
IDEA personnel preparation monies have been supporting teacher trainees. 

If this support is reduced or removed, even for high-incidence subfields, the 
ensuing escalation of drops in numbers of graduates in special education 
could create disastrous shortages of teachers for children with disabilities. 
This author believes that these data do not lie— rather, they argue strongly 
for increased Federal support for low-incidehce and high-incidence subfields. 
Instead of robbing Peter to pay Paul, these data insist that a push needs to 
be made for increased levels of Federal funds for both groups of teachers, in 
addition to expanding leadership training monies to produce more special * 
education teacher trainers among college faculty. 

Along with overall increases needed in Federal funding for personnel 
training in special education, individual student stipends should be increased 
to keep pace with inflation and the current reality that older students, most 
with families to support, come back into the training pipeline for a master's 
or a doctorate. They cannot stay in the program until graduation unless they 
have adequate stipends. Many able potential trainees with families would 
not risk giving up secure jobs without substantial stipends. The problem is 
worse for postdoctoral recruitment/retention, especially for minorities who 
tend to have families earlier, as well as to have larger families. 

Finally, the author urges the Department to include a "payback" 
provision in its reauthorization request. The pipeline of personnel trained 
with Part D monies has been leaking. Without a service commitment 
required of trainees supported with Federal funds, no assurance of retaining 
these graduates in field has been obtained in prior years. Attrition is known 
to be higher for new teachers, during the first three years of teaching, 
especially for special educators. If these holes in the pipeline are plugged 
with a payback requirement, then perhaps OSEP can gain some ground in its 
struggle to provide the field with sufficient personnel to meet the needs of 
all children with disabilities, if subsequent OSEP-supported trainees do not 
stay in field after graduation, ;jt loast some of the funds could be recouped 
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from them to support other personnel who will remain to serve our Nation's 
children with special needs. 

(The opinions expressed herein are those of the author and may not 
necessarily be endorsed by DPP, OSEP, or the Department.) 
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